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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Herman (US 5008678) in view of Pleva et al. (US 2002/0163478) and further in view of 
Sasaki et al. (US 5815112). 

As to Claim 11, Herman discloses a control device (figure 1 elements 50, 54, 62, 
64) and a radar sensor to monitor an area surrounding the motor vehicle without the 
presence of another radar sensor monitoring the same area (figure 5), the sensor 
configured to monitor traffic in a lane adjacent to the motor vehicle (figure 5), the radar 
sensor including a phase- controlled antenna (column 3 lines 49-60) and the control 
device configured to set a plurality of radar lobes (column 3 lines 61-69). 

Herman does not explicitly disclose the plural radar lobes having different 
geometries. However, the generation of plural radar lobes having different geometries 
is well known in the art. For example, Pleva discloses a phase controlled antenna 
configured to set a plurality of radar lobes having differing geometries (page 1 
paragraph [001 1] and figures 7A, 8, 8A). It would have been obvious to modify Herman 
such that the plural radar lobes had differing geometries, as taught by Pleva, as it would 
cause no new or unexpected results. 
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Herman does not disclose the control device analyzing propagation times and 
frequencies to determine direction from which the echo was received and distinguish 
which one of the plurality of radar lobes the echo originated from. Pleva discloses a 
phase controlled antenna configured to set a plurality of radar lobes having differing 
geometries (page 1 paragraph [0011] and figures 7A, 8, 8A), which analyzes 
propagation times and frequencies to determine direction from which the echo was 
received and distinguish which one of the plurality of radar lobes the echo originated 
from (paragraphs [0033], [0038], [0099], [0100]). 

Herman in view of Pleva does not disclose analyzing the phases of a radar echo 
to determine direction from which the echo was received and distinguish which one of 
the plurality of radar lobes the echo originated from. However, the analysis of phase to 
determine direction and distinguish which one of the plurality of radar lobes the echo 
originated from is well known in the art. For example, Sasaki discloses a radar system 
for a motor vehicle which generates plural radar lobes and analyzes phase to determine 
a bearing and distinguish from which radar lobe the echo originated from in the manner 
of a mono-pulse beam switching radar (column 3 lines 17-36). It owuld have been 
obvious to modify Herman in view of Pleva such that the system analyzed the phases of 
a radar echo to determine direction from which the echo was received and distinguished 
which one of the plurality of radar lobes the echo originated from, as taught by Sasaki, 
as it would cause no new or unexpected results. 

As to Claim 12, Pleva discloses the control device configured to generate at 
least two radar lobes having different directions of emission simultaneously (page 4 
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paragraph [0048]). It would have been obvious to modify Herman such that the radar 
device generated at least two radar lobes having different directions of emission 
simultaneously, as taught by Pleva, in order to monitor two areas simultaneously. 

As to Claim 13, Pleva discloses the radar lobes being of different sizes (page 5 
paragraph [0067]). It would have been obvious to modify Herman such that the radar 
lobes were of different sizes, as taught by Pleva, as it would cause no new or 
unexpected results. 

As to Claim 14, Herman discloses a radar system for a vehicle (abstract), 
including a phase controlled antenna (column 3 lines 49-60), for transmitting at least two 
radar lobes, wherein a larger one of the two radar lobes is oriented obliquely toward a 
rear and side with respect to a longitudinal direction of the motor vehicle, and a smaller 
one of two radar lobes is oriented to the side with respect to the longitudinal direction of 
the motor vehicle (column 5 lines 29-54 and figures 4 and 5). 

As to Claim 15, Herman discloses a radar system for a vehicle (abstract), 
including a phase controlled antenna (column 3 lines 49-60), for transmitting at least two 
radar lobes of approximately the same size (figures 4 and 5), wherein one of the radar 
lobes is oriented toward approximately a rear with respect to a longitudinal direction of 
the motor vehicle and the other one of the radar lobes is oriented obliquely toward the 
rear and to a side of the motor vehicle (column 5 lines 29-54 and figures 4 and 5). 

As to Claims 16 and 17, Herman discloses the control device being configured 
to generate different configurations of radar lobes in succession over time, wherein a 
configuration of a radar lobes generated at a first instant is rotated by a specified angle 
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relative to a configuration of radar lobes generated at another instant by scanning the 
radar lobes (column 5 lines 18-54). 

As to Claim 18, Pleva discloses the configuration of radar lobes differing with 
regard to the number of separate lobes as a result of combining two separate beams 
(page 4 paragraph [0048] and figure 7A element 124A). It would have been obvious to 
modify Herman such that the configuration of radar lobes differed with regard to the 
number of separate lobes as a result of combining two separate beams, as it would 
cause no new or unexpected results. 

As to Claim 19, Pleva discloses the control device being configured to generate 
a configuration having two radar lobes and a configuration having only one radar lobe, 
the one radar lobe being located approximately on a bisector of the two radar lobes of 
the other configuration(page 4 paragraph [0048] and figure 7A element 124A). Pleva 
does not explicitly teach the two configurations being generated alternately, however it 
would have been obvious to try, as it would cause no new or unexpected results. 

3. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Herman 

(US 5008678) in view of Pleva et al. (US 2002/0163478) and further in view of Sasaki et 
al. (US 58151 12) as applied to claim 1 1 above, and further in view of Yamada (US 
5793325). 

As to Claim 20, Yamada discloses a radar system for a motor vehicle, wherein a 
control device is configured to vary a direction of emission of the radar lobes as a 
function of curvature of a road (column 5 lines 26-54). It would have been obvious to 
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modify Herman in view of Pleva in view of Sasaki, such that the control device were 
configured to vary a direction of emission of the radar lobes as a function of curvature of 
a road, as taught by Yamada, in order to detect a preceding vehicle even as the vehicle 
entered a curved portion of roadway. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 11 -20 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter M. Bythrow whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
1468. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fh, 8AM-5:30PM, Alt Fri, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas H. Tarcza can be reached on 571-272-6979. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Peter M. Bythrow 
Examiner, Art Unit 3662 



/Thomas H. Tarcza/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3662 



